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• You may not further distribute the material or use it for any profit-making activity or commercial gain • You may freely distribute the URL identifying the publication in the public portal Take down policy If you believe that this document breaches copyright please contact us providing details, and we will remove access to the work immediately and investigate your claim. Rappleye proceeds, after a short introduction, by discussing the models that have been designed by Phillips and Ochs to conceptualize educational transfer. These models depict rather ideal types of countries looking at one another. In the four-step sequence of attraction, decision, implementation, and internalization, there seem to be clear-cut inter-national boundaries, and decisions appear to be taken deliberately. In part, this picture reflects the wishful thinking of the actors themselves who are involved in transfer processes. For example, Rappleye quotes the eminent Chinese comparativist Gu Mingyuan: 'Only those cultures that are beneficial to China should be selected, absorbed, transformed and ultimately integrated into China's cultural system.' (55) Is this going to work? Of course it isn't. Doing culture is not like building a house and choosing the right materials for it. Given the brevity of the study, the time span of 150 years is extremely ambitious.
Rappleye is right to underline the importance of the historical dimension. But it might have been wiser to narrow the focus down to a specific topic. Otherwise, important correctives to Rappleye's story get lost. For example, there was no 'long period of neglect ' (48) (Winter 2008 (Winter -2009 3 his analysis of past developments, his study is, strictly speaking, an investigation of how Chinese or American scholars view their country's attraction to Japan. Only insufficient knowledge of sources can produce erroneous statements like 'in the Chinese case, linguistic, geographic, and social similarities with Japan have never been cited as a reason to borrow.' (66) In his famous pamphlet on studies abroad from 1895, the well-known reformer Zhang Zhidong presented exactly geographic proximity and linguistic affinity as motivation to study in Japan. Even more importantly, Zhang recommended Japan since it had already sifted through Western knowledge successfully and could therefore spare the Chinese students much effort. Decades later, this argument was reiterated with regard to the Soviet Union -a parallel that is overlooked in Rappleye's study.
Comparing cross-national attraction is a highly fascinating undertaking. Rappleyes's trio deserves much more space to test the insights and hypotheses that are discussed in the concluding chapter and that are skillfully linked back to Phillips's and Ochs's theoretical models. There is much inspiration to be drawn from ideas and models also outside the field of comparative education, such as ethnology, where 'transfer' is conceptualized in much more dynamic ways. Hopefully, we will hear more about this.
Humboldt-University of Berlin, Germany
BARBARA SCHULTE
